
Transportation Impact Study 

Technical Working Group 

(TISTWG) 

Meeting #2 

10/1/14 Meeting Packet #2A 
 

(Note:  Meeting Packet #1 sent 9/26/14 and some slides 

added to Packet #2 sent 9/29/14) 

1 



2 



3 

 Overview: 

• Most analytic processes remain auto-oriented in County-

level jurisdictions; more multimodal in incorporated cities 

 

Common multimodal analysis techniques across all types of 

jurisdictions 

• Intersection (vehicular) level of service  

• Conducting pedestrian and bicycle counts 

• Assessing general pedestrian and bicycle conditions 

 

Additional techniques typical in fully urban jurisdictions 

• Identifying on-street parking supply/demand 

• Identifying transit capacity constraints 

 

Pay-and-go techniques work in small, well-defined districts with 

monitoring/updates 
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Concerns from RFP and TISTWG Meeting #1 influencing 

literature review and proposed study approach.   

 

LATR changes should affect: 

• Analysis to be more context-sensitive, less auto-centric, 

and more supportive of County’s growth plans 

• Predictability, with interests for both increased flexibility 

and increased process streamlining 

• Implementation to improve public/private sector 

coordination 
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Innovative Analysis, setting context-sensitive thresholds: 

• By geography (New York, NY) 

• By mode (Washington, DC) 

• By function (King County, WA) 

• By performance objectives (Pasadena, CA proposed) 

Improved Predictability / Streamlined Implementation 

• Protected Intersections (San Jose, CA) 

• Multimodal Transportation District (Kissimmee, FL) 

• Mitigation Payment System (King County, WA) 

• Screenline Standards (Seattle, WA) 

• Transit Revitalization District (Pittsburgh, PA) 
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Geographic and 

multimodal traffic 

study thresholds 

(New York, NY) 

 

Five zone system 

with development 

thresholds 

intended to 

trigger study at 

50 vehicle trips, 

200 transit trips, 

and 200 

ped/bike trips 
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Comprehensive Transportation Review (Washington, DC) 

• 2012 beta version document 

• CTR study if 50 person trips, mode share part of 

application; mode-specific analytics: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mode Auto Bike/Ped Transit TDM 

Thresholds for 

modal analysis 

(peak hour 

trips) 

25 vehicle trips 

(peak direction) 

100 ped/bike 

trips or site size  

50 transit trips, 

30% mode 

share 

50 vehicle trips 

or parking 

variance 

Requirements LOS E (80 sec) 

Queuing 

VMT/GHG 

Assess safety 

(increased 

exposure) 

Demonstrate 

capacity 

TDM Plan 

Mitigation Roadway (but 

no delay to 

other modes); 

TDM Plan 

Improvements 

(minimal effect 

on other 

modes) 

Stop/shelter, 

info 

improvements 

(per WMATA 

guidance) 

Implement and 

monitor  
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Intersection impact (King 

County, WA) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



9 

  

Blending VMT, 

congestion, and 

multimodalsim 

(Pasadena, CA 

proposal) 

 

Metrics like VMT help 

change the 

discussion on 

developing TDM 

agreement services 

or metrics; surrogate 

measures may be 

more pragmatic. 
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Protected Intersections 

(San Jose, CA) 

• Additional widening to 

achieve LOS D policy 

would adversely affect 

non-motorized travel 

• Intersections 

exempted from 

improvement analysis 

(similar to LATR 

Potomac rule, but at 

other end of land use 

transect) 
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Kissimmee, FL 

established 

Multimodal 

Transportation 

District with 10 

distinct zones 

based on urban 

form/travel 

characteristics (long 

vs. short trips). 

Identified long term 

multimodal 

improvement needs 

by district.  

Traffic Studies only triggered at a DRI level; City 

analysis reveals that this scale of development is very 

unlikely without considerable consolidation of parcels 

for this scale of growth (2,000+ residential units)  
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Kissimmee, FL:  Mobility fees assessed to all new development.  

Calculations based on ITE trip generation rates. Mobility fee applied to all 

auto trips; trips divided into short/long trips relative to context (e.g. 30% 

long trips in downtown; 70% short trips elsewhere) mobility fee then 

calibrated to specific MMTD District needs and assessed as a 

proportionate fair share. 
  

ITE 

LUC 
Land Use  

ITE Trip 

Generation Rate 

(ITE 9th Ed) 

ITE Pass-by 

percentage 

Number of Units / 

Square footage                       
(e.g enter "10" for a 

10,000 sq ft 

development where 1 

unit = 1,000 sf)*                                          

Estimated 

Trip 

Generation 

  

Mobility 

Fee 

District 

(1 - 10) 

Roadway Multimodal Citywide Mobility Fee 

  

  

  Residential:                     

210 

Single Family Detached/ 

Mobile Home Individual 

Lot             9.52  0% 

30.000              

285.60    

4 
 $   46,838.40  $      8,568.00   $ 24,276.00  

 $          

79,682.40  

220   Multi Family             6.65  0% 
100.000 

             

665.00    
10 

 $   13,300.00   $    49,210.00   $ 56,525.00  

 $        

119,035.00  

230 

  

Condominium/Townho

use             5.81  0% 

100.000              

581.00    

1 
 $   66,234.00   $    24,402.00   $ 49,385.00  

 $        

140,021.00  

240   Mobile Home Park             4.99  0%                        -         $                -     $                 -     $              -     $                       -    

251 

  Age-Restricted Single 

Family             3.68  0% 
  

                     -      
  

 $                -     $                 -     $              -     $                       -    
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Mitigation Payment System 

(King County, WA) 

• Traffic model used to define 

proportional need for capacity 

improvements by TAZ and set 

fees by DU. 

• (Really, an impact fee test 

more so than LATR…) 
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Screenline LOS standards 

(Seattle, WA) 

• Established in 2005 

Comprehensive Plan 

(updated decennially, 

“Seattle 2035” now 

underway) 

• Arterial LOS standards set by 

screenline crossing arterial 

roadways; each screenline 

has a 1.00 or 1.20 v/c ratio 

standard and 2020 

forecasted v/c ratios within 

the standard. 

• (Really, an areawide test 

more so than LATR…) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



15 

  

• 12 planning 

studies 

statewide; 

East Liberty 

in Pittsburgh 

first TRID 

formed as of 

late 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Transit Revitalization Investment District (Pennsylvania) 

• Enabling legislation (Act 238 of 2004) with proposed 

modification currently in committee 

• TIF approach for transportation districts, but without 

finding of blight 
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Innovative next-generation concepts being considered: 

• VMT as metric (California SB 743) 

• Consider cap-and-trade for vehicle trips or parking spaces 

(Washington, DC; Arlington, VA) 

 



http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_

Discussion_Draft_of_Updates_Implementing_SB

_743_080614.pdf 
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Process: 
• State removing auto LOS as a required 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

criteria 

• Locals still need to decide for selves 

• Proposed changes to State law, comment 

period through October 

 

Technical: 
• OPR suggests VMT best replacement 

• Per unit 

• Significant impact if > regional average 

• Mitigation tools suggested, but silent on 

mitigation satisfaction 

• Do no harm? 

• Better than average? 

• Better than was? 

• Addressing safety 

 

http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of_Updates_Implementing_SB_743_080614.pdf
http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of_Updates_Implementing_SB_743_080614.pdf
http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of_Updates_Implementing_SB_743_080614.pdf
http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of_Updates_Implementing_SB_743_080614.pdf
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OPR suggestions on minimizing VMT. 
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OPR suggestions on mitigating VMT. 



Identified VMT Analysis 

Tools 
• VMT+ 

• RapidFire 

• Transportation Emissions Guidebook 

and Calulator 

• Sketch7 VMT Spreadsheet Tool 

• COMMUTER 

• Envision Tomorrow 

• URBEMIS 

• CalEEMod 

• Smart Growth INDEX 2.0 

• Low-Carb Land 

• CommunityViz 

• TRIMMS 

• EMME 

• I-PLACE3S 

• STEAM 

• Urban Footprint 

• UrbanSim 

• EPA MXD tool 

• MXD+/Plan+/TDM+ Toolkit 

• CUTR_AVR 

• NEMS TSM 

• VMT Impact Tool 
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SB 743 recommendations on safety suggest 

potential adverse impacts of project traffic on 

traveler safety. 
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Work in progress: 

• Basic Literature Review templates follow; some remain in 

draft form or to be completed (TBD) 

• Bellingham, WA to be added based on award-winning 

concurrency process 

• Suburban PA and NY jurisdictions (Montgomery, 

Westchester) not relevant due to State-muni details 

(Counties not a player) 

• Other potential benchmark communities topic for 

discussion 
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County-stat – similar jurisdictions to consider 
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9/29 DRAFT Table of contents 

Jurisdiction State Status 

Montgomery County MD draft 

Los Angeles  CA draft 

Pasadena CA draft 

San Francisco CA draft 

San Jose CA draft 

Boulder CO TBD 

Washington DC draft 

Broward County FL draft 

Kissimmee FL TBD 

Orlando  FL TBD 

Boston MA TBD 

Baltimore MD draft 

Gaithersburg MD draft 

Rockville MD draft 

New York NY draft 

Westchester County NY N/A 

Portland OR TBD 

Montgomery County PA N/A 

Pittsburgh PA draft 

Alexandria  VA draft 

Arlington County VA TBD 

Fairfax County VA draft 

King County WA draft 

Seattle WA draft 
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Group discussion 

• What best practices appear most transferable?   

• The question depends on the County’s desired approach 

to LATR objectives for: 

• Analysis complexity 

• Predictability 

• Ease of Implementation  

• Recognize that these objectives are in the eye of the 

beholder: 
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Objective Example Strength Weakness 

Low traffic volume 

thresholds for 

study 

Montgomery 

County, Rockville 

Information on 

deficiencies 

Time and cost 

(public and 

private sectors) 

Mode-specific 

study thresholds 

Rockville, 

Alexandria, 

Washington DC, 

New York 

Targets attention 

to modes based 

on expected or 

desired demand 

Boundary issues 

Context-sensitive 

study thresholds 

Various Targeted use of 

resources 

Boundary issues 

Explicit 

ped/transit/bike/ 

freight/safety 

modal LOS or 

operational 

analyses 

Washington DC, 

New York 

Improved 

information on 

deficiencies and 

nexus 

Time and cost 

(public and 

private sectors) 

 

  

Analytic scope 
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Objective Example Strength Weakness 

Flexible definition 

of mitigation 

Multiple Simple to 

administer 

Unpredictable, 

may be 

inconsistent 

Exempt 

challenging 

deficiencies 

Potomac policy, 

San Jose 

Protected 

Intersections 

Removes policy 

conflict, reduces 

cost 

Doesn’t solve 

problem (public 

sector, 

community) 

Lookup tables for 

v/c ratios 

Seattle 

screenlines 

Expedited review Lack of 

information 

  

Analytic scope - predictability 
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Objective Example Strength Weakness 

Pay-and-go 

options in urban 

districts  

White Flint,  

Baltimore 

Kissimmee MMTD 

Speed, 

predictability 

(private sector) 

Funding, 

construction 

complexity (public 

sector, 

community) 

Payment with VMT 

basis 

King County 

Payment 

Mitigation System 

Robust VMT 

analysis on public 

side to apportion 

responsibility, 

simple for private 

side  

Black box basis 

may limit political 

feasibility unless 

combined with 

other policy tools 

Dedicated transit 

/ TDM revenues 

Broward County 

concurrency 

Overlays / 

supplements local 

processes 

Limits spending 

flexibility 

  

Analytic scope - implementation 
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For November meeting 

• Follow-up on questions from Literature Review 

• Submit completed draft Literature Review 

• Expand pros/cons on screening and draft short list of 

concepts to investigate 

• Develop hypotheses on how short list of concepts would 

be applied in Montgomery County 

• Geographies (MSPAs, urban areas, BRT routes, etc.) 

• Linkage between LATR, TPAR, impact tax 

• Balance of analysis, predictability, implementation 

 

 

 


